REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 

In the Office Action dated May 7, 2003 in the parent case, the Examiner: 
1) rejected claims 1, 2, 4, 48-49, and 51 as allegedly anticipated by U.S. Patent 
No. 5,911,051 ("Carson et al."); 2) rejected claims 1-2, 4, 48-49, and 51 as 
allegedly unpatentable over Carson et al. in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,085,269 
("Chan et al."); 3) rejected claims 6-7, 9-11, 13, 16-17, and 53-57 as allegedly 
unpatentable over Carson et al. and Chan et al. in view of U.S. Patent 
No. 6,134,622 ("Kapur"); 4) objected to claims 5, 46-47, 50, and 52 as being 
dependent upon a rejected base claim; and 5) allowed claims 20, 21, and 58-60. 

With this Preliminary Amendment, Applicants cancel claims 3, 5, 8 
and 11^6. Claims 3 and 22-45 were allowed in the grandparent case, and 
claims 5 and 46 were allowed in the parent case. Cancellation of non-allowed 
claims is without prejudice, and Applicants reserve the right to prosecute these 
canceled in a continuation application. Applicants amend claim 1,2,4, 6-7 and 9 
to put them in the condition in which they stood for the Office Action of May 7, 
2003 in the parent case, and with additional amendments discussed below. 
Finally, Applicants add new claims 47-54, which correspond to claims 48-49, 51 
and 53-57 respectively in the parent case. 

The currently pending claims are thus 1-2, 4, 6-7, 9-10 and 47-54. 
I. CLAIM REJECTIONS 

A. Claim 1 

Claim 1 requires "connecting at least two AGP-compatible devices to said 
computer system via said first AGP bus." The Examiner cites FIG. 2.2 of Carson 
et al. as teaching "an AGP interface connecting at least two AGP-compatible 
devices" (Office Action, pg. 3, last paragraph). However, Carson teaches a single 
AGP-compatible device (see col. 6, lines 6-7, 19, 26, 35-36). Specifically, Carson 
et al. teaches that the PCI interface of the AGP-compatible device allows the 
AGP-compatible device to send PCI transactions to system memory (see col. 5, 
lines 64-66), (col. 6, lines 31-37). Thus, Carson et al. teaches away from the 
limitation of claim 1 by teaching a single AGP-compliant device that may interact 
with system memory using either AGP or PCI protocol transactions (see col. 5, 
lines 63-67). Thus, Carson et al. Alone does not anticipate the claimed invention. 
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The teachings of Chan do not fill this deficiency of Carson et al. Further, the 
AGP standard would not have suggested the invention as defined in claim 1 to 
one of ordinary skill in the art because the standard only provides instructions for 
using the AGP chip-set and bus with one AGP device (see pgs. 24 and 25 of 
AGP Interface Specification, revision 2.0, Intel, 1998). 

The Examiner rejected claim 1 both as anticipated by Carson et al. and as 
obvious over Carson et al. in view of Chan. By additionally presenting the 
Section 103 rejection, the Examiner has admitted as a matter of law that the 
Section 102 rejection is improper. 

Based on the foregoing, Applicants respectfully submit that claim 1 , and all 
claims which depend from claim 1 (claims 2, 4, 6-7 and 9-10), should be allowed. 
Claim 1 has been amended from its state in the parent case to correct a 
grammatical deficiency, and not to define over any prior art. The amendment is 
not a narrowing amendment, and thus should not give rise to Festo-type inquiries. 

B. Claim 9 

Claim 9 has been amended from its state in the parent case to correct a 
grammatical error, and to more clearly define over Carson et al. Amended 
claim 9 requires, "said AGP to AGP bridge comprising: a bus that is configured as 
two smaller buses." None of the art cited by the Examiner, alone or in 
combination, teaches or suggests the limitations of claim 9. 

Based on the foregoing, Applicants respectfully submit that Claim 9, and 
claim 10 which depends from claim 9, should be allowed. 

C. Claim 47 

Claim 47 requires "bridging at least two AGP-compatible devices to said 
computer system via said first AGP bus." The Examiner cites FIG. 2.2 of Carson 
et al. as teaching "an AGP interface connecting at least two AGP-compatible 
devices" (Office Action, pg. 3, last paragraph). However, Carson teaches a single 
AGP-compatible device (see col. 6, lines 6-7, 19, 26, 35-36). Specifically, Carson 
et al. teaches that the PCI interface of the AGP-compatible device allows the 
AGP-compatible device to send PCI transactions to system memory (see col. 5, 
lines 64-66), (col. 6, lines 31-37). Thus, Carson et al. teaches away from the 
limitation of claim 1 by teaching to a single AGP-compliant device that may 
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interact with system memory using either AGP or PCI protocol transactions (see 
col. 5, lines 63-67). Thus, Carson et al. does not anticipate the limitations of 
claim 48. Likewise, the teachings of Chan do not fill this deficiency of Carson et 
al. Further, the AGP standard would not have motivated one or ordinary skill in 
the art to have made this modification as the AGP standard only provides 
instructions for using the AGP chip-set and bus with one AGP device (see pgs. 24 
and 25 of AGP Interface Specification, revision 2.0, Intel, 1998). 

The Examiner rejected claim 47 (claim 48 herein) both as anticipated by 
Carson et al. and as obvious over Carson et al. in view of Chan. By additionally 
presenting the Section 103 rejection, the Examiner has admitted as a matter of 
law that the Section 102 rejection is improper. 

Based on the foregoing, Applicants respectfully submit that claim 48, and 
all claims which depend from claim 48 (claims 48-54), should be allowed. 
II. CONCLUSION 

Applicants respectfully request allowance of the pending claims. If the 
Examiner feels that a telephone conference would expedite the resolution of this 
case, he is respectfully requested to contact the undersigned. 

In the course of the foregoing discussions, Applicants may have at times 
referred to claim limitations in shorthand fashion, or may have focused on a 
particular claim element. This discussion should not be interpreted to mean that 
the other limitations can be ignored or dismissed. The claims must be viewed as 
a whole, and each limitation of the claims must be considered when determining 
the patentability of the claims. Moreover, it should be understood that there may- 
be other distinctions between the claims and the prior art which have yet to be 
raised, but which may be raised in the future. 
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Applicants respectfully request that a timely Notice of Allowance be issued 
in this case. 




CONLEY ROSE, P.C. 
(713) 238-8000 (Phone) 
(713) 238-8008 (Fax) 
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